tinued to flourish in regions alongside the area of Israelite settlement; and (c) the material culture of the earliest Israelites indicates a pastoral background.
A second point made by Finkelstein is that there is also little archaeological evidence to substantiate the conquest model. However, here I draw attention to the stimulating article of B. S. J. Isserlin, who noted that in the same vein there is also little archaeological evidence for known historical events such as the Norman conquest of England, the Anglo-Saxon invasion of England, and the Muslim Arab conquest of the Levant.3 Accordingly, the evidence amassed by Finkelstein and others notwithstanding, one will agree with Isserlin that the Israelite conquest of Canaan "must be regarded as at least a strong possibility".4
Having eliminated the peasant revolt theory and the conquest model. Finkelstein opted for the peaceful infiltration approach as the most closely fitting the currently available archaeological evidence. A final conclusion of Finkelstein's research-and this point will be most important for the main concern of the present article-is that Israelite settlement can most clearly be seen as occurring in the 12th century B.C.E.
In sum, I conclude that either a military conquest or a peaceful settlement of the land is within reason, and I content myself with the cumbersome term "conquest/settlement". There is an additional benefit in using this term, namely, it is possible that a combination theory may be the most historically accurate. That is to say, it is not beyond the realm of possibility that the Israelites conquered those areas where military means were necessary and settled peacefully those areas where military action was unnecessary. The biblical tradition recalls mainly the former (in Numbers, Joshua, and Judges) because military heroics lends itself to national epic storytelling more so than peaceful infiltration. I am quick to admit that in many ways I base this reconstruction of Israelite history on my own experience as an American. As every American child learns, "the west was won" through both processes. In certain areas, pioneers simply settled, in some cases living harmoniously alongside native populations. In other areas, military action was necessary. But in the folklore of Americana, it is mainly the fighting which is recalled, both victories such as the battle of Tippecanoe (1811) and defeats such as those at the Alamo (1836) and the Little Bighorn (1876).
In any event, since I am concerned here mainly with the date of the conquest/settlement, the exact nature of the Israelite emergence in Canaan is only a side affair. Nevertheless, I trust that these few thoughts on the matter will be helpful in placing the events under consideration in a larger framework.
By way of introduction, I also need to say a word about the exodus as an historical event. Suffice it to say that I agree with those who take a positive approach to the biblical account, though naturally one would not accept each and every detail recorded there. Thus, for example, I concur that there exists sufficient evidence on the Egyptological side to substantiate the basic picture portrayed in the book of Exodus. On the other hand, I agree that the Bible relates an idealized history; one can hardly reconstruct Israel's history based on the view of the entire nation descending from one man and experiencing both eisodus and exodus en masse. So, yes, there was an exodus,5 and it can be dated, but the narrative presented by the biblical author is filled with epic qualities.6
We turn to the issue at hand. After decades of debate, two proposals for the date of the exodus and the conquest/settlement remain popular. The first theory holds that these events occurred s In accepting the basic historicity of the exodus, I follow the lead of, for example, R. Giveon, "Archaeological Evidence for the Exodus", Bulletin of the AngloIsrael Archaeological Society (1983-84), pp. 42-4, in particular his conclusion: "We therefore believe that the Exodus was an historical event, although there is little to prove it outside the literary tradition of the Bible" (p. 43). Even those who are less willing to reconstruct history on the basis of the biblical record have admitted that "there is an indeterminate measure of historical plausibility in the biblical report that Israelites migrated from Egypt to Canaan"; thus N. K. Gottwald, "The Israelite Settlement as a Social Revolutionary Movement", in Biblical
Archaeology Today: Proceedings of the International Congress on Biblical Archaeology, Jerusalem, April 1984 (Jerusalem, 1985 , p. 36. 6 On the biblical account as the combination of history and epic, see C. H. Gordon, The Ancient Near East (New York, 1965), p. 144, n. 9. in the 1400s B.C.E. Although any number of scholars have suggested this date, its most eloquent spokesman in recent years has been J. J. Bimson.7 The second hypothesis claims that the exodus and the conquest/settlement occurred in the 1200s B.C.E. With the support of such scholars as Albright, Y. Yadin, R. de Vaux, and others, this opinion is the more standard of the two.8
It is cear, however, that there are faults with both of these dates.
This is especially true of the 15th century date, whose proponents must either ignore or explain away such items as the biblical reference to the city of Raamses (Exod. i 11) and the mention of Israel in the Merneptah Stele (c. 1207 B.C.E.). Perhaps more seriously, they must account for several hundred years' hiatus until identifiably Israelite sites become archaeologically attested in the 12th century.9 Moreover, one gains the impression that the entire 15th century date is based on the statement in 1 Kgs vi 1 that the contruction of Solomon's temple followed the exodus from Egypt by 480 years. But since this number is clearly one of the stylized figures used by biblical chronologists,10 it should not be used for establishing the date of the exodus. The fact that Israelite sites are not archaeologically attested until the 12th century is also a problem for proponents of a 13th century exodus, though certainly it is not as severe an obstacle to overcome. A serious difficulty for this theory, however, is that many of the sites mentioned in the Bible as having fallen into Israelite hands, such as Jericho, Ai, Heshbon, and Arad, did not exist during the 13th century B.C.E. Accordingly, the time may be ripe for still another theory to be proposed, especially as it is based in part on recent archaeological evidence which until now has not been brought to bear on the subject in a systematic fashion. The date here proposed for the crucial events of the Israelite exodus and conquest/settlement is the 1100s B.C.E., or in archaeological terms the Iron Age I period. In the central hill country, recent archaeological work has revealed a number of settlements dated to the 12th century that were built on previously unoccupied sites or on sites which long had been deserted. The evidence from places such as CIzbet Sartah, Giloh, Shiloh, Ai, Khirbet Raddana, and others points to the arrival of the Israelites in this region only in the 12th century.13 These sites are particularly important because it is specifically the central hill country which the Bible suggests is the area of earliest Israelite occupation. In the Negev region, both Tell es-Sebac and
Tel Masos also were settled in the 12th century. Moreover, the pattern of settlement indicates the arrival of a semi-nomadic people and its transition to a sedentary lifestyle.14
The field work at the sites mentioned above provides only the most recent archaeological data in support of a 12th century date for the exodus and the conquest/settlement. Older excavations such as those at Megiddo, Taanach, and Gibeon, also produced findings that point in this direction. In the case of Megiddo and Tanaach, Taanach, but that later in the same century the Israelites managed to destroy both cities.
As far as Gibeon is concerned, the only Late Bronze remains discovered there are some pottery found only in tombs. On the other hand, the Iron Age I and Iron Age II levels reveal a sizable city on the site.'8 If the story in Josh. ix-x about the Israelites' treaty with the Gibeonites and their subsequent defense of the city has any veracity whatsoever, then again we have to presume the 1100s as the general time-frame for these events. In sum, the picture which emerges from the relevant archaeological data is an Israelite conquest/settlement of Canaan in the 12th century 19 A brief, though popular, survey pointing towards an Iron I conquest/settlement is to be found in W. H. Stiebing, Out of the Desert?: Archaeology and the Exodus/Conquest Narratives (Buffalo, 1989), pp. 145-8. There is some common ground between this volume and my approach, though all my conclusions were reached independently and before the book was published.
forces were needed to defend against the invasion,20 the exodus of the Israelites would not have been difficult at this time.
In proposing Ramesses III as the pharaoh of the exodus, I am led to a new interpretation of the Merneptah Stele. I understand the line about Israel as a reference to the slavery period. This will explain the use of the people-determinative; they are not a foreign country but are a people living in Egypt.21 (On the exact nature of the determinative, see further below). The hymn's author knew Stager attempted to show that this determinative was not unique, since other peoples mentioned in the Merneptah Stele are also so indicated.24 But this is not correct. True, a distinction is made between the place Libya and the people Libyans, by using N25 (with Z2) for the former and N25 and Al (with Z2) for the latter.
The Sea Peoples are similarly referred to. In the case of the Aqawasha, the same combination of N25 and Al (with Z2) is used. In the case of the Tursha, Shardana, and Shekelsha, only N25 (with Z2) is used, and in the case of the Luka only N25 (without Z2) is used.
What are we to make of this employment of different determinatives to represent foreign people and lands? On the one hand,
Israel is akin to the Sea Peoples (except for the Aqawasha) in that they are a people without a land. This would be true of the Sea
Peoples during their invasion of Egypt; they had already departed from their Mediterranean homes and were in search of a new land.
(The Libyans, by contrast, are indicated by both foreign-land determinative and people-determinative, because they were a people who resided in a foreign land.) Israel is likewise a people without a land; they do not actually live in Canaan, or in any foreign land for that matter, so no foreign-land determinative is used in connection with them. On the other hand, the determinative used for Israel is different from the one used to indicate the Sea Peoples because the woman-sign (B2) is included. This is an important clue. It means that the entire nation, women (and by extension children) included, is homeless. The situation which best fits this description of Israel is, of course, the slavery period. As the book of Exodus makes clear, Israelite women were also present in Egypt at this time (in fact, they figure prominently in Exod. i-xv).
Alternatively, Israel in the Merneptah Stele could refer to
Israelite elements in Canaan who never experienced the eisodus, slavery, and exodus. This will especially be the case if Yurco is correct that the fourth battle scene on the outer western wall of the Another biblical passage which is pertinent in this regard is Josh. xiii 2, where the districts of the Philistines are reckoned among "the great amount of land remaining to be taken" (v. 1). Those who 30 That such a battle occurred in Canaan, with Egypt defeating Israel, is assumed by many scholars. See, e.g., Stager (n. 24), p. 61*; Singer (n. 29), p. 4; etc. 31 E.g., J. P. Hyatt, Exodus (2nd edn, Grand Rapids, Mich., and London, 1980), p. 149.
propose a 15th-century exodus or even a 13th-century exodus find difficulty in this statement.33 But the testimony of this passage (see also Josh. xiii 3) may be accepted if we simply assume that the Philistines arrived in Canaan by sea shortly before or at the same time as the Israelites reached the country by land. In short, the other datings of the Israelite exodus propose their respective hypotheses and then must claim that two biblical verses, Exod. xiii 17 and Josh. xiii 2, are anachronistic. I prefer to begin with the biblical evidence, which in this case points to the arrival of the Philistines at a time approximately coeval with the Israelite exodus and conquest/settlement, and build a hypothesis on it.
Next we turn to the evidence of the biblical genealogies.
Research in this area usually has led to the conclusion that the genealogies recorded in the Bible are untrustworthy as a historical guide. R. R. Wilson, for example, stated that in the Bible and in the ancient Near East generally "genealogies seem to have been created and preserved for domestic, politico-jural, and religious purposes"; yet he also admitted that they "may contain accurate information" and that for a given genealogy we often "have no reason to question its accuracy".34 In a recent study in this journal, I adduced considerable evidence demonstrating the internal consistency of the biblical genealogies, which in turn points towards their historical reliability.35 My concluding statement was as follows: "the inner consistency of the biblical genealogies points to their general veracity and ... they may act as a reliable guide for historical research" (p. 204). In the present article I would like to apply this conclusion to practical use.
The historian who wishes to use the biblical genealogies to fix the date of the exodus and the conquest/settlement, must seek a lineage which links a figure whose dating is uncontested with a figure from the exodus itself. Such a genealogy is that of King David recorded 33 See, e.g., R. G. Boling and G. E. Wright,Joshua (Garden City, N.Y., 1982), pp. 337-8. and Judah, which Israel was settling upon its entry into Canaan.
The theory presented here for a 12th-century exodus and conquest/settlement will necessitate an even greater reduction of the timespan of the events recorded in the book of Judges. But few will object to such a rearrangement, since it already is clear that the careers of many of the individual judges overlapped. Moreover, this will explain how Moses' grandson Jonathan and Aaron's grandson Phinehas were both active at the end of the period of the judges, just before the rise of Samuel (Judg. xviii 30, xx 28).
Similarly, we thus are able to explain how an individual such asJair could be mentioned both in relation to Moses (Num. xxxii 41) and as a minor judge (Judg. x 3-5).50 In the light of this admission, is it not possible that the date of the destruction of Hazor Stratum XIII might also be lowered? Indeed, at least one scholar recently proposed the date of 1190 B.C.E. for this event (Fritz [n. 14], p. 88).
To sum up, I present the following timeline of events:
of the encampments ofJair, just asJephthah was made Judge after his victory over the Ammonites?" mid-13th century Israelites in Egypt enslaved by
